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The Rookie Right Against the At-Risks 


T hey call themselves the “New 

Conservatives.” Youthful in their 20s and 
30s, they are empowered by the 
Republicans’ “Contract With America” and 
convinced that after finishing off what’s left of the 
Left, they will create the Gingrich-defined new 
American civilization. 

In college, these budding civilizers were summer 
interns in the Reagan and Bush White House or, if 
not as well-connected, settled for the Heritage 
Foundation and American Enterprise Institute. 
After graduation they read P J. O’Rourke, 
subscribed to the Public Interest, found jobs in 
Congress or splashed around in the shallow end of 
think tanks and dreamed of the day their turn would 
come to run things. 

It’s now. 

A recent New York Times magazine cover story 
offered a glimpse into their lives and thinking jn a 
story titled “The Counter Counterculture” and 
subtitled “They’re young, brainy and ambitious — 
an adversarial band of conservatives w inning the 
war against liberalism and having a grand old time.” 
Congrats all around. 

If politics were a game — with one team winning 
this season and another the next— the takeover of the 
young, brainy and ambitious would be as trifling as 
who gets to this year’s Final Four in college 
basketball. But many of the new conservatives 
inspired by the idea that liberalism is the enemy now 
have power over human lives that is well beyond a 
mere victory of one political belief over another. 

Small hordes are now directors or members of 
congressional committee and subcommittee staffs, 
operatives with sudden and immense power. Railing 
speeches by a Newt Gingrich or Phil Gramm against 
big government or welfare are being translated into 
the legislative language of committee bills that, if 
enacted, are likely to hurt people who are already 
hurt enough. 

An example is the action taken in late February 
by the House Appropriations subcommittee on 
labor, health and human services and education. 
Without hearings, it voted to eliminate $29 million 
that would help homeless children gain access to 
public schools. 


Some schools prevent homeless children from 
enrolling because they lack a fixed address. Many of 
these children have transportation problems. 

Others have trouble getting their records 
transferred from one school to another. Some need 
immunizations. 

To help ease those and other problems, $29 
million was appropriated last year under the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act and 
was to be distributed to states and school districts 
by this July. According to conservative theorizing 
heard today, the effort to comfort homeless 
children is another of those liberal programs that 
“the American people” voted against last 
November. 

The argument favored by the subcommittee is 
that the $29 million would be squandered on 
“administrative activity” — establishment of state 
coordinators, bureaucratic planning — and not reach 
children in the classrooms. Besides, homeless 
children who need help can get it from a 
Department of Education program. 

Maybe it will turn out that way and the young and 
brainy public employees on committee staffs now 
making decisions about the destitute will prove to 
be the true friends of the poor. 

It is to be doubted. At-risk children have a new 
risk: surviving Congress. Little evidence exists that 
the young pushers of the Contract With America 
have had direct experience on issues of 
homelessness. 

Intellectually, that places them in the company of 
the “adversarial band of conservatives” interviewed 
for the New York Times magazine article. They, 
too, spoke the dialect of us against them, of 
conquests and power. If they had ever had personal 
involvement with poor people and their problems, 
or ever served in the Peace Corps or VISTA, or are 
tutoring or volunteering now, it was too 
unimportant to mention. 

What poured forth was the agenda of negativity: 
anti-Clinton, anti-liberals, anti-taxes, 
anti-regulation, anti-cultural elite, anti-public 
television, anti-welfare. 

And what are they for? From the evidence, only 
themselves. 


